A cause cdIbre may have its genesis in unpretentious beginnings. In a recent action to recover on a policy of insurance, involving only two hundred and fifty dollars, a dire threat was made to the time honored practice of law firms The "Spirit" continuing under the names of deceased partners. In effect, Is Willing the plaintiff charged that a rose smells not so sweet when known by another name; and entered a motion to strike out an answer subscribed in the name of the law firm of "Alexander and Green", claiming it to be a nullity since neither Alexander nor Green was alive. The motion was denied. Undaunted, the plaintiff's attorney carried his argument to the Appellate Term charging that the appearance under the name of Alexander and Green constituted an affront to the court, a fraud on the public, an unlawful appropriation of the prominence of the dead and an unfair advantage in the race of competition. Such eloquence may have deserved a better fate, but the Appellate Term left the plaintiff's attorney with no solace except such as might be found in one of Emerson's essays defending the elusive value of non-conformity. The appellant's motion was denied in an opinion which declared that neither the N. Y. PARTNERSHip LA:w nor the N. Y. PENAL LAw prohibits the practice in question, and that if any change is desired, it is a matter for determination by the legislature. 1908) . There are many moot points yet to be decided. We have not found any cases in the Descriptive Word Index under the .headings "popcorn" or "pretzels". It is a long and serpentine trek from soft drinks to hard liquor. To make the transition easier, we may first look into the effects of beer upon a verdict and note that beer is safer than coca-cola, if the juror treats the Aqua Pura successful litigant. St. Paul F & M Ins. Co. v. Kelly, Preferred 43 Kan. 741, 23 Pac. 1046 (1890 . Whisky brings us into the realm of trouble. Vermont will unquestionably reverse if you treat a juror to a drink. Parkhurst v. Healy, 95 Vt. 357, 115 Atl. 491 (1921) . But in Mississippi, the capacity of the juror is an important factor. Where the juror is an habitual drinker, one drink will not call for a new trial. Brookhaven Lumber & Mfg. Co. v. Illinois C. R. Co., 68 Miss. 432, 10 So. 66 (1890) . One drink would probably do no more than whet the juror's appetite and do little, if .anything, to stimulate the juror's favor. The enviable reputation of alcohol as a pain palliative, persisting from the days of the Roman Empire to the present, was .apparent in one case, where an erudite trial justice, having a higher opinion of -whisky than of lawyers" oratory, allowed each party to treat the jury to a bottle of -vhisky, in order, as he so aptly phrased it, "to enable them to listen to remarks of .counsel." But the higher court did not agree with him. Kellogg v. Wilder, 15 Johns. 455 (N. Y. 1818) . It can be said with reasonable assurance that you can give a juror a drink of water. The tender of aqua pura will have no after effects on the verdict, since the court, with austere dignity, avails itself of the maxim: _De minimis non curat lax. Mitchell v. Corpening, 124 N. C. 472, 32 S. E. 798 (1899) .
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The next time you meet a juror at a bar, remember the moral of this discourse. When the bartender serves you with your whisky and the conventional "chaser", observe the laws of the state even though you violate the decent amenities of social custom. Proffer the proverbial "chaser" to the juror, and drink the hard liquor yourself.
TAKE IT OR LEAVE IT
Lest the over zealous sheriff, in his effort to execute his warrant, strip the shirt from the back of the judgment debtor, the legislatures of the various states have wisely exerted a restraining influence by gratuitously allowing Take It certain exemptions to unfortunate debtors. Myers v. Moran, Easy 113 App. Div. 427, 99 N. Y. Supp. 269 (1906) . This is done so that the debtor's family may not become a public charge and that family unity may remain unbroken. Wilcox v. Hawley, 31 N. Y. 648, 657 (1864); Griffin v. Sutherland, 14 Barb. 456, 459 (N. Y. 1852) . The importance of such a statute cannot be minimized. To be most efficacious however, a statute of this type must be kept abreast of the times. In New York, § 665 of the Civil Practice Act, originally enacted in 1829 (2 R. S. 367), has been amended several times for v. Parsons, 36 Hun. 12, 17 (N. Y. 1885) . Food would be of little value unless it could be cooked, and therefore all the necessary utensils for cooking are in the same exempt category along with fuel and oil for the family's use for sixty days.
If the delinquent debtor has no more than four children he avoids many social [Vol. 11
